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REPLY TO CELLULAR TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

C-Two-Plus Technology, Inc. ("C2+"), submits this reply
to the "Opposition/Comments To Petitions for Reconsideration”
filed by the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
("CTIA") in this proceeding. CTIA’'s Opposition demonstrates that
prohibiting use of C2+ technology has nothing to do with the pre-
vention of cellular fraud. Rather, CTIA seeks to preserve the
monthly revenue stream established by its member carriers through
imposition of additional and unnecessary monthly service charges

for cellular "extension" phones.

Preliminary Statement

Contrary to CTIA’s claims, C2+ did not seek recon-
gideration in this proceeding "to hamper" the Commission’s
effortg to combat cellular fraud. CTIA Opposition at 2-3. C2+
and other petitioners support reasonable measures to stop cel-
lular fraud; they simply oppose the Commission’s prohibition of
legitimate, non-fraudulent conduct under the guise of fraud pre-
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vention. C2+ also sought reconsideration because the Commission
violated the Administrative Procedure Act by adjudicating the
rights of C2+ under existing rules in the context of an informal
rulemaking proceeding without proper notice. Moreover, the
Commission apparently made its determinations regarding C2+ by
relying on ex parte contacts by CTIA rather than the record in
this proceeding.

The Commission repeatedly has stated that Section
22.919 applies only to phones initially type-accepted after

January 1, 1995. Report and Order, CC Docket No. 92-115, 9 FCC

Red. 6513 (1994) ("Report and Order"), at 962; Order, CC Docket

No. 92-115, FCC 94-357 (rel. Jan. 10, 1995), at 913 ("The new ESN
rule applies only to new equipment receiving type-acceptance
after January 1, 1995"). However, that leaves 20 to 25 million
phones already in existence, in addition to the ongoing manufac-
ture of phones initially type-accepted before January 1, 1995,
which are not subject to the new rule. The record clearly indi-
cates that countless numbers of those phones have had their ESNs
modified for legitimate, non-fraudulent reasons. See C2+ Partial
Opposition to Petition for Reconsideration of McCaw Cellular Com-
munications, Inc. at 4-5 and comments and replies cited therein.
Nevertheless, the Commission determined that operation of any of
those phones violates the Communications Act and existing Commis-
sion rules if the ESN modification was performed by C2+. Report

and Order at Y62. That determination violates the Administrative

Procedure Act and is unsupported by the record in any event.



I. The Commission’s Findings Against C2+ Are Based On
Prohibited Ex Parte Contacts Rather Than "The
Extensive Record" In Thig Proceeding

CTIA contends that after "its complete review of the
extensive record compiled in this proceeding," the Commission
adopted new rule Section 22.919 and, in the course of doing so,
found "that the use of the C2+ altered cellular telephones con-
stitutes a violation of the Act and the FCC’'s rules." CTIA
Opposition at 2. However, in the "extensive record" to which
CTIA refers, there is not a single assertion by any cellular
carrier that C2+ violates the Communications Act or any FCC rule.
Except for its own comments, C2+ is not mentioned at all.’
Thus, the Commission’s conclusions regarding C2+ could not have
been based on the record and clearly exceeded the scope of this

proceeding as described in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC

Docket No. 92-115, 7 FCC Rcd. 3658 (1992) ("NOPR").

A, The Commission Failed To Give Proper Notice
That C2+’s Rights Under Existing Rules Would
Be Adjudicated In This Proceeding

The NOPR in this proceeding generally stated that the
purpose of this proceeding was "to revise Part 22 of our
Rules...to make our Rules easier to understand, to eliminate
outdated rules and unnecessary information collection require-
ments, to streamline licensing procedures and to allow licensees

greater flexibility in providing service to the public." NOPR

! Moreover, the Ericsson Reply Comments cited by the
Commission generally support the use of an "encrypted data
transfer device" to transfer ESNs. Compare Report and Order at
{57 n.104 with Reply Comments of The Ericsson Corproation in CC
Docket No. 92-115, filed Nov. 5, 1992, at 3-4.
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at Y1. Nowhere did the Commission provide notice to C2+ or any
other interested party (i.e. consumers using C2+ extension
phones) that this proceeding could result in a finding that their
conduct constituted a violation of existing Commission rules.
Consequently, not a single comment cited by the Commission in
adopting Section 22.919 addressed the issue of whether "the use
of the C2+ altered cellular telephones constitutes a violation of

the Act and our rules." See Report and Order at {9{58-63.

Nevertheless, the Commission concluded in the Report
and Order that such use violates the Act and the rules based on
its finding that "cellular telephones with altered ESNs do not
comply with the cellular system compatibility specification and
thus may not be considered authorized equipment under the

original type-acceptance." Report and Order at §62. Again, the

Commission gave no notice that these issues would be addressed in
this proceeding, and not a single comment cited by the Commission
in adopting Section 22.919 addressed the type-acceptance issue in

the context of the use of C2+ extension phones. Report and Order

at 9958-63. Thus, the bases for the Commission’s conclusions
regarding C2+ are nowhere to be found in the record.
B. CTIA Raised The Issues Relating To C2+ In Ex

Parte Contacts Which Were Not Made Part Of
The Record In This Proceeding

In fact, the genesis of the findings ultimately made by

the Commission against C2+ in the Report and Order apparently is

an ex parte meeting -- which occurred between representatives of
CTIA and the Commigsgion during the pendency of this rulemaking

proceeding and was never disclosed by CTIA -- and a series of ex
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parte communications relating to that meeting which were never
made a part of the record in this docket. On October 15, 1992,
after it filed initial comments in this proceeding and before it
filed initial reply comments, CTIA wrote to the Commission "to
confirm our meeting to discuss ESN security issues...[i]ln par-
ticular, the ‘Cell Phone Emulator’ manufactured by C2 Plus
Technology." The letter indicates that "Common Carrier Bureau
personnel have been invited to join" the meeting and that CTIA
intended to review "the FCC’s type-acceptance requirements for
cellular mobile unitg" in connection with the C2+ technology.
The Chief of the Cellular Branch of the Mobile Services Division
is shown as receiving a copy of that letter. See Affidavit of
Carol Patton, attached as Appendix 1 hereto, at paragraph 11 and
Exhibit B ("Patton Aff.").

The meeting occurred on October 22, 1992, and was
attended by "CTIA and the staff of the FCC’'s Mobile Services
Divigion and the Office of Engineering and Technology." Id. The
participants specifically discussed "the applicability of the
FCC's rules to the NAM Emulation Programming Device manufactured
and distributed by C Two Plus Technology." Moreover, CTIA
specifically requested "the FCC’'s written concurrence" that use
of C2+ phones is a violation of the FCC’s rules. Id. CTIA never
filed an ex parte notification in this docket regarding its
letter of October 15, 1992, the meeting on October 22, 1992, or

CTIA’s follow-up letter of November 4, 1992. See Appendix 2,



which includes a copy of the docket history in this proceeding.?
In its reply comments filed in this proceeding on November 5,
1992 (i.e. one day after its letter requesting "FCC concur-
rence"), CTIA never mentioned its correspondence with the Commis-
sion or its meeting with the Commission. In fact, that submis-
sion made no mention of C2+, the type-acceptance rules, or the
"ESN security isgsues."

Moreover, C2+ was never notified by the Commisgsion that
CTIA sought and convened the October 22 meeting. C2+ was not
invited by CTIA or the Commission to attend that meeting. No one
from the Commission ever contacted C2+ to solicit any information
regarding CTIA’'s allegations or C2+‘s business. See Patton Aff.
at Y11. The Commission issued a letter dated January 15, 1993
providing the "written concurrence" requested by CTIA without
ever contacting C2+. The Commission never contacted C2+ to
inform it that a letter had been issued specifically addressing
C2+. Id. Miraculously, nearly two years later, without a single

mention in any of the comments cited by the Commission, the wvery

subject of those ex parte contacts -- the C2+ technology and the

2 Section 1.1206(a) (2) specifically requires that "[alny
person who in making an oral ex parte presentation presents data
or arguments not already reflected in that person’s written
comments, memoranda, or other previous filings in that proceeding
shall provide on the day of the oral presentation an original and
one copy of a written memorandum to the Secretary (with a copy to
the Commissioner or staff member involved) which summarizes the
data and arguments." 47 C.F.R. §1.1206(a) (2). Similar notices
are required for written ex parte communications. See 47 C.F.R.
§1.1206(a) (1) . Other parties filed appropriate ex parte
notifications during the October-November 19392 time frame. See
Appendix 2.



FCC’s type-acceptance rules -- formed the basis for the adverse

findings against C2+ in paragraph 62 of the Report and Order.

C. The Commission And The Carriers Have Stated
That C2+ Was Not Violating Any Law Or
Requlation

Even after the Commission issued the letter requested
by CTIA claiming that the C2+ technology violates the Commis-
sion’s Rules, representatives of the Commission and the carriers
made public statements to the contrary:

° "Cloning a cellular phone’s electronic serial number is

not illegal" (Thomas Wheeler, President of CTIA, as
quoted in RCR, June 20, 1994);

° "The FCC has no legal empowerment over...companies
associated with C2+ technology; nor is there a law or
statute covering this type of activity." (BellSouth
Cellular "Fraud Alert Bulletin," 94-01, Mar. 3, 1994 at
3).

L "I don’t know if we can say what C2+ is doing is
illegal...." (Steve Markendorff, Chief, Cellular

Branch, Mobile Servicesg Divigion, as quoted in Cellular
Sales and Marketing, Mar. 1993 at 9);

e C2+ and similar entities "are not licensees and are not
directly subject to our jurisdiction." (John Cimko,

Chief of Mobile Services Division, as quoted in Cel-

lular Marketing, Oct. 1993 at 57);

See Patton Affidavit at 9912-13 and Exhibits C-E.

Moreover, 1in its Petition for Reconsideration, C2+
provided a detailed explanation of why its technology did not
violate the cellular compatibility specification, the type-
acceptance rules or Section 301 of the Communications Act. See
C2+ Petition for Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 92-115, filed

Dec. 19, 1994 ("C2+ Petition"), at 18-21. Neither CTIA nor any

cellular carrier has challenged that analysis.



D. Carriers Have Authorized And Paid For C2+
Emulation Services

Although the Commission plainly states that carriers
may authorize the use of cellular "extension" phones using

emulation technology (Report and Order at §60), it found that the

use of C2+ phones violates the Act and the rules without ever
finding whether such use had been authorized by particular car-
riers. Cellular carriers not only have continued to provide ser-
vice to C2+ customers over the past three years, in many cases
they have specifically requested and paid for C2+ emulation ser-
vices. Patton Aff. at 49 and Exhibit A. Thus, the Commission’s
adverse findings in paragraph 62 are not supported by the record

and are inconsistent with the Report and Order itself.

IT. C2+ Doeg Not Facilitate Fraud And Offers
Substantial Savings To Consumers

Without offering any evidence, CTIA simply asserts that
its "Fraud Task Force has information that C2+ type technology
has been used to alter cellular telephones for the purpose of
defrauding and has also been used by those engaged in illegal
narcotic activity." CTIA Opposition at 8. First, CTIA broadly
refers to "C2+ type technology," not C2+ specifically, and CTIA
never specifies what it means by that term.’ C2+ has never been

informed by CTIA, any carrier, the FCC, or any law enforcement

’ Presumably CTIA is loosgely referring to any modification

of an ESN as "C2+ type technology." C2+ does not dispute that
the modification of ESNs without the affected customer’s
knowledge and consent is fraudulent and that some fraudulent use
may involve narcotic activity. However, C2+ provides its service
only to bona fide cellular subscribers who request those services
in writing.



official that a C2+ customer has been engaged in cellular fraud
or "illegal narcotic activity." See C2+ Petition, Exhibit 1 at
§11. Because C2+ provides its services only to bona fide cel-
lular customers, C2+ customers are no more likely to be involved
in such activities than the carriers’ own customers. C2+
respectfully suggests that CTIA has offered no evidence that C2+
customers have engaged in cellular fraud or narcotic activity
because it has no such evidence.

Finally, CTIA contends that C2+ services are
unnecessary because "[c]lellular carriers have begun offering
customers true extension phone service that fully complies with
Section 22.919 and all other Commission regulations." CTIA
Opposition at 8. CTIA neglects to mention that the services
offered by the carriers require payment of additional monthly
recurring service charges of $20 to $40, which are likely to
generate billions of dollars in revenue to the carriers over the
next five vyears. C2+ offers consumers an economical method of
obtaining cellular extension service which does not adversely
affect the cellular system and costs the carrier little or

nothing to implement.® Consequently, CTIA and the carriers have

used the Commission’s letter -- which was obtained through ex
parte contacts and inaccurate representations® -- to attempt to

% In addition, C2+ has demonstrated that CTIA’s claims that
the carriers’ "switch-based" cellular extension service "fully
complies with the Commission’s rules" ig false. See C2+ Petition
at 15-16 and Exhibit 2.

°® For example, CTIA and the carriers claim that the C2+
decryption device allows "anyone with a fraudulent intent and a
valid ESN" to reprogram a cellular phone for fraudulent purposes.
See Patton Aff. at Exhibit F (May 1993 Letter to Mobile Office
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drive C2+ from the marketplace. ee Patton Aff. at 914 and

Exhibit F.

Conclusion
Reconsideration of the findings made against C2+ in the

Report and Order is warranted because the Commission violated

fundamental principles of fairnesg and administrative due process
in making those determinations. As a result, the sole basis for
the adverse findings against C2+ is a series of "off-the-record"
contacts by CTIA. The law requires -- and citizens have a right
to expect -- more than that before their actions are found to be

in violation of federal laws or regulations.

Respectfully submitted,
February 2, 1995

i
»

T
ety ) e Galbto
Timothy J/ Fitzgdbbon
Thomas F. Bardo
Carter, Ledyard & Milburn
1350 I Street, N.W., Suite 870
Washington, D.C. 20005

Attorneys for
C-Two-Plug Technology, Inc.

Magazine). Thus, CTIA told the Commission that C2+ presented a
"threat" of "cloning" fraud "on a scale heretofore not possible."
Id. at Exhibit B. However, CTIA is well aware that the C2+
device will cause a cellular phone to render itself inoperable
after several attempts to program an ESN without specific
authorization codes provided by C2+, and C2+ provides its ser-
vices only to bona fide cellular customers. See C2+ Petition at
10-11 and Exhibit 1 at 995-6.
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AFFIDAVIT OF CAROL PATTON

STATE OF ALABAMA

COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared
Carol Patton, who having been duly sworn by me deposes on oath
and says as follows:

1. "I, Carol Patton, am a resident of the State of Alabama.

I am President of C-2 Plus Technology, Inc., (hereinafter C-2
Plus). C-2 Plus was incorporated in the State of Alabama.
2. C-2 Plus has developed a process whereby an individual

with a cellular telephone can add a second cellular telephone as
an extension of the first phone using the same line and number as
the first phone. C-2 Plus has developed an encrypted technology
(hereinafter the NEPD device), which enables it to do this.

3. During the course of my business I have talked to

approximately 800 to 1,000 individuals each month who are

interested in cellular telephone services. Approximately ninety
percent (90%) of these consumers request two cellular

telephones which operate off of the same line with the same
number. They want a second cellular phone as an extension of
their primary cellular phone.

4. Approximately ninety percent (90%) of these consumers

say that they do not want the second or extension phone if they



have to pay two monthly minimum 1line charges with the
inconvenience of two different numbers.

5. The vast majority of these consumers say safety,
security and convenience are their reasons for wanting an
extension cellular phone.

6. Many of those wanting the extension phone for safety or
security reasons are elderly or handicapped individuals who say
they will not purchase the extension phone if they have to pay
two monthly minimum line charges.

7. Many physicians want a portable phone as an extension
of their car phone so they will be accessible to their offices
and patients in emergencies or when seeing hospitalized patients.

8. Based on my many conversations with consumers of
cellular telephone services it is my belief that it is in their
best 1interest to be able to obtain the convenience of two
cellular telephones on one line with only one monthly minimum

line charge and only one number.

9. During 1992, 1993 and 1994 C-2 Plus put many cellular
extension phones into service throughout the United States. I
have personal knowledge that C-2 Plus has done this for many
customers of cellular carriers at the carriers’ request. When
this was done the carrier would make initial contact with C-2

Plus and actually pay C-2 plus for performing the service for the



carrier’s customer. Some of the cellular carriers for whom C-2
Plus has done this include but are not limited to the following:
Cellular One of Nashville, Tennessee; Cellular One of Corbin,
Kentucky; Cellular One of Marion, Indiana; Cellular One of
Paducah, Kentucky; Pactel of Los Angeles, California; Sprint
Cellular of Tallahassee, Florida; and Sprint Cellular of
Deptford, New Jersey. Attached hereto as exhibit "A" are copies
of some checks where some of these carrier paid C-2 Plus for
adding an extension cellular phone to their customer’s primary
cellular phone.

10. None of the above mentioned carriers have ever informed
C-2 Plus that the use of C-2 Plus cellular extension phones has
adversely affected their cellular systems in any way. I believe
that the carriers authorized C-2 Plus to perform this service for
them because it offers the least expensive method of providing
extension cellular phones. To the best of my knowledge, no C-2
Plus customer has ever had cellular service terminated by a
carrier due to the customer’s use of a C-2 Plus phone.

11. Attached as Exhibit "B" are documents obtained by C-2
Plus either in the ordinary course of business or through the
Freedom of Information Act. To the best of my knowledge, C-2
Plus was never invited to participate in the meeting described in

those documents and the FCC never contacted C-2 Plus to solicit



any information relating to the issues discussed at that meeting
or in the FCC letter dated January 15, 1993.

12. Attached hereto as Exhibit "C" is a copy of an
interview with the President of CTIA, Thomas Wheeler. In that
interview Mr. Wheeler admitted that the process of overwriting a
cellular telephone’s electronic serial number is not illegal but
that this is something he wants to see changed. I believe that
Mr. Wheeler has admitted that, as of the date of that magazine
interview, the process by which C-2 Plus provides extension
cellular phones was not illegal.

13. Also attached hereto as Exhibit "D" is a page from a
BellSouth memo which C-2 Plus received during the regular course
of its business wherein BellSouth stated that the FCC has no
legal empowerment over C-2 Plus nor is there a law or statute
covering its activities and that BellSouth had no legal recourse
against C-2 Plus. Attached hereto as Exhibit "E", are some

interviews with FCC officials by Cellular Marketing and Cellular

Sales and Marketing. A Commission representatives stated that he

did not know that he could say that what C-2 Plus is doing was
illegal. Another Commission representative acknowledged that the
FCC had no Jjurisdiction over individuals who were not FCC
licensees.

14. CTIA and many of its carrier members had been trying to

run C-2 Plus out of business by claiming, among other things,



that it was in violation of FCC Rules even before the new rules
were adopted, and even though it is obvious from Exhibits "cC"
and "D", it is obvious that CTIA and BellSouth knew that C-2 Plus
violated no FCC Rule. CTIA and many of its carrier members have
successfully interfered with various business relations of C-2
Plus by claiming that C-2 Plus extension phones were in violation
of FCC Rules or unlawful. C-2 Plus has kept records of many of
the hundreds of people and businesses who would have done
business with us but did not do business with us because of this
interference and disparagement of our product. This interference
has deprived thousands of consumers of the convenience, safety,
affordability and security of having two cellular phones on one
line with only one monthly minimum 1line charge. This
interference has deprived C-2 Plus of millions of dollars in lost
profits. Attached hereto as Exhibit "F" is a collection of
letters and other documents which clearly establish that CTIA and
some of its members have gone to great lengths to eliminate C-2
Plus as a competitor by improperly disparaging its product.

15. C-2 Plus has acquired all of the documents and exhibits
which are attached hereto or referred to herein, during the
regular course of its business or through the Freedom of
Information Act. I am personally familiar with all of these

exhibits.



16. The statements contained in this affidavit are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief."

DONE, this the 1st day of February, 1995 at Montgomery,

C%QAA4L ¢4-<}%;t2:7¢

CAROL PATTON

Alabama.

State of Alabama
County of Montgomery

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared
Carol Patton, who being duly sworn deposes and says that the
matters set forth herein are true to the best of her knowledge
and belief.

Witness my hand and seal this the 1st day of February,
1995.

Vb . AN Tt v,
My commission expires:
Yy CAMMISION EXMRES MARCH 11, 1998




Exhibit A



The customer’s identity, address, telephone number,
serial number and ESN have been redacted. Unredacted
versions will be supplied to the Commission upon request.



—t 53 e FTY M8 Py

'm—u“—mmu - go ¥ _F- ¥ R SRR IR e R

- s snes SIS A D e kn 1 &30, T '7 3
FIRST KENTUCKY CEELUEAR TORFE =34 po s oaszessiczswdllY
CELLULAR ONE OF S. E. KY., STE. 1-A -
785 CUMBERLAND GAP PKWY. 606-523-1888 S
CORBIN. KY 40701 Lo ’,/ 9 - 13187 421
— < 19 -~

PAY 7T D 7 )
ot ,(,jmp; Vel 1 Ly @

Lo he f%/g c@dred iy g @V 0. 72 40 S  DOLLARS

PRS- P

Anr s an B A Ba
Ml Y-t S g1t Gute Pt SEE 171 Mk FTV

[ 3 7.\.:?7 COMPANY
Corbas. Snatichy $070¢ -
) e )
s e T : AT e

‘ -/
*003% 79" woL2i0 LB 7N 006 L 20LO A

UL ey 32 ovpms RSP 3 NS BT PR WK MR IS YR N S AL SEUE UL AN 3KE QU A3 AEE XX SN RXL SN WAF SR BAX Stnes B5) MM N LIS GMAS 13f WA A2J SEER 174 DS KOS MR LTS S 174 MR L4 e A

¢

R —



p {
AYCO C2+TECHNOLOGY

208 264 7190 F.G2

fe Highway - Montgon'rcry, AL 36108 - Phone [205] 264-0264 — FAX 264~7180

Y

| . FAX __

v

HOW DO | GET STARTED ? its as simple as 1~2 |
(1) TYPE or PRINT THIS INFORMATION IN BLACK INK ond send it with the phone.

PRIMARY (ACTIVATED) Phone: Make MODEL Q{AQD .BQ(’
. ./

SERIAL #
woee _F llo PTCSSTO
serat + (NN

(Your originol popers frem the Qealqr or Garrier should show the ESN. If you cannot find it
coll your Dealer., IF YOU NEED FURTHER ASSYSTANCE, CALL C2+ at [263] 284-0264.

(2) send the SECONDARY PHONE ONLY VIA UPS with this Form completed O

C2+ TECHNOLOGY, 3174 MOBILE HIGHWAY, MONTGOMERY, AL 36108

Customer Hone: P .
ety (Cosban 0 ‘ atate 2p U207

Daytime Phone # (NOT YOUR CELLULAR ]HONE #): :

PHONE RETURN Aoo&ggdhmé— 28 5 Cumbe MQG%MWQ@

SHIP VIA: SECOMD DAY AIRSVC [ ] ¢ REGULAR SERVICE (3%
*x PLUS $6.00 4f check not included|with Order, Add $1.8F per $100 to insure over $686.

CERTIFICATION: uUnder psnalty of Jlorjurv and fraud X hereby certify that I am the user

PRIMARY ESN:

SECONDARY Phonei Make YMoTAALP

SECONDARY ESN:

e e g,

activated by my Carrfier compony for |the above peimoary ESN., Y hereby authorize ocad empower
C2+ 03 mx Agent to perform the emulqtions ae required on my behalf. I further certify that
oll @aqulpment connectad to this line will be used in o legal manner and hereby agree to
~indemnify C2+ of 0l) liabilities arld responsibilities which may be incurred by the use or
inonuse of this line, phone, equipmerit. emulatione. and enhancements without rotervation.

|

‘T FURTHER UNOERSTAND PHONES WILL HE RETURNED TO ME WITHOUY ANY PHONE QR ID NUMBER
ggp_g,g@g‘rggg AND I MUST USE MY OWNERS MANUAL OR A LOCAL DEALER (NOT CARRIER) TO PROGRAM THIS
INCORMATION INTO THE PHONE. CERTAIN CARRIERS MAY HAVE THE OPTION TO DENY THESE FEATURES
IF vOU TYAKE IT YO THEM TO PROGRAM |AS THKY MAY CONSIDER IT A LOSS OF REVENUES BECAUSE YoOu
ARE NOT PAYING FOR AN ADDITIONAL LINE, WHICH YOU ARE NEITHER USING NOR SUBSCRIBING THERETO.
Under NO CIRCUMSTANCES must powered on AT IHE SAME TIME !

(L8) Dotit/c,(]"/l ‘;/L;’

DRIVERS LICENSE #/___ S gt &
- AUTH #

Authorizetd User's SIGNATURE

SOCYAL SECURITY # or FEI

DATE REC'D:

]

OISCLAIMER: 2« RGSERVES THE RIGHT | TO MAKE CHANDES TC ITS PRODUCTS TO IMPROVE RELIABILITY, FUNCTICN, CR OESIOn
FURTHRRMOAE, Cie DOES NOT ASSUMZ ANV LYARILITY ARISING OUT OF THE APPLICATION, V3% OR NONUSE, OR OF ANY LOGAL, BTATE OF FEOEAA, Laks O
113 PRODUCTE 02 SERVICES LMATSOEVER; NOR OCES IT EY ANV LICENSE UNORR 118 PATENTS, OOPVAIGHTS. OR TRAOG SECRETS, (R PEAMISION, (R
TIC MIOHTS OF OTHGRS TO COPY IT$ FRATURLS, L(ESIG®. NTATION, OR SOPTUARE. IN NO INSTANCE SHALL THE G+ LIABILITY EXCEEC THE AMOLNT
PAID TO C2+ 8v THE USCR. COPVRIGHT INFRINGEMENT THEFT OF SERVICES ore FEDERAL CRIMEY corrying SERIOUS FELONY PEN:LTIES, VIOLATCHS
w411 o VIGOROUSLY PROSECUTED to the FULLEST EXTENT OF THE LAWI!




A B T e RS

FIRST KENTUCKY CELLUGAR CORP:E-334 Faosd DEEDRET 31263y
CELLULAR ONE OF S. E. KY., STE. 1-A
785 CUMBERLAND GAP PKWY. 606-523-1888

CORBIN, KY 40701 13187, 421

013442
g‘sé{?g OF __ /bALS e 4 1% 3 3(8 o0

/P xf%e/m ity é«b‘ - D

e LU ARS | AN PY an Ra
1t e A Sl 22t aiR F2t B g Bl r X Hee Fot ENONEF ot My

e . DOLLARS
T Miimat Foat
& TRUET COMPANY ,
ks, Hindacky 40707 -
s . o
;, FOR Cusd PWQW% o /‘~? R B Le

1€ : “*003 L6 OL2A0O 8730 o0&l 20LO A

el AT WS 5 SR K e B A Gk AR KK Ay AT\ eman Wl e BOL seme 1

v sdan 4rt S gy G - TR TP www 14Y e

‘ AT emaw M Sy l.dm---\..- A SIS WAE SN WL DY DI ONS BEE WUP S34 SR IS SN SNY SUPE WS U DA SUNEn 354 GRRS SN YES SUN) MAS FERY SLT G BES SRGy OAS GVEN VTS Ghap L4 emm 1S @mm 1oc ¢

b



g

/ CRAYCO cl' £ TECHNOLOGY 205 244 7190 P.02
/.
e T Y

( 3174 Mobile Highway ~ Montgontery, AL 36108 - Phone {205] 2640264 ~ PAX 264-71%0 |

ro: . FAX (1
HOW DO | GET STARTED ? ts as simple as 1~2 |

(1) TYPE or PRINT THIS INFORMATION IN BLACK INK and send it with the phona.
SRIMARY (ACTIVATED) Phone: Make 339 pooEL

SRIMARY ESN:

SERIAL #
SECONDARY Phonei Make MODEL
SECONDARY ESN: SRRIAL #

Your originol popers from the Dealdr or Garrier should show the ESN. If you
all your Dealer. TF YOU NEED FURTHER ASSYSTANGE. OALL 02+ at (268] 28i-gieh. = @ ord t*

'2) Send the SECONDARY PHONE ONLY VIA UPS with this Form completaed TO:

C2+ TECHNOLOGY, 3174 MOBILE HIGHWAY, MONTGOMERY, AL 36108

Customer Nama - ey ___________ e

ctty _ Cochn) ‘ atate 21p _HOQ0)

Daytime Phone # (NOT YOUR CELLULAR
PHONE RETURN ADDRESS __20<7 (

(07¢. 1
SHIP VIA: SECOND DAY AIRSVC [ ] $) REGULAR SERVICE e

*= pLUS $6.00 4f check not included|with Order, Add $1.86 per $180 to insure over $686.
CERTIFICATION: under penalty of Jorjury ond fraud X hereby certify that I am the wuser

oetivated by my Carrier compony for [the obove grimary ESN, Y hereby autharize oad empewer
£2+ 08 my Agent to perform the emulqtions aé required on my behalf. I further certify that
0ll equipment connected to thie line will be used in o legal monner ond hereby agree to
indemnify C2+ of oll ligbilities arld responsibilities which may be incurrad by the use or
nonuse of this line, phone, eguipmerit. emulatione. and enhancements without retervation.

1 FURTHER UNDERSTAND PHONES WILL HE RETURNED TO ME u:[gg_u PHONE OR 1D NUMBER
PROGRAMMED AND I MUST USE MY OWNERY MANUAL OR A LOCAL DEALER NOT CARRIER) TO PROGRAM THIS
INFORMATION INTO THE PHONE., CERTAIN CARRIERS MAY HAVE THE OPTION TO DENY THESE FEATURES
IF voU TAKE IT TO THEM TO PROGRAM |AS YHKY MAY CONSIDER IT A LOSS OF REVENUES BECAUSE You
ARE NOT PAYING FOR AN ADDITIONAL LINE, WHICH YOU ARE NEITHER USING NOR SUBSCRIBING THERETO.
Under NO CIRCUMSYANCES must MQRE THAN ONE phone be powered on AT IHE SAME TIME !

(Ls) bater -/ D94
orvers xcense + RN

DATE REC'D: DEALER: AUTH #

Authorized User's SIGNATURE

SOCYAL SECURITY # or FEIN

CLAIMER: coe RESERVES THE RIGHT | TO MIKE CHANOES TC 178 PROOUCTS TO 1MPROVE RELIABILITY, FUNCTION. OR DESIGN.
rumucnvga':s. C2e DOGS NOT ASSUMZ AN¢ LTABILITY ARISIAW QUT OF THE APPLICATION, 8§ OR NONUSE, OR OF ANY LOGAL, STATE OR FEDERAL LA OF
; PROOUCTS 02 SERVICE® LMATSOEVERY NOR OCES !T EY ANY LICENSE UPER 114 PATENTS, OOPYRIGHTS, QR TRAOG SGCRETS, 2 PEAMISSION, OR
L€ RIOKYS OF OTHGAS TO .0/ IT§ FEATURES, (681G, NTATION, Of $0. (LARE, IN NO INSTANCE StALL THE 024 LIABIVITY £ (G0 THE AMOWNT
Pal0 10 C3s Gy THE LRER. COPVRIGHT INFRINGENENT on§ THEFT OF SERVICES ore FEOERAL CRIMES corrying SERIOUS FELONY PENILIIES, VIOLATCHS
11 to VIGOROUSLY PROSECUTED to tha FULLEST EXTENT OF THE LAWN!



GCGRAYCO C+TECHNOLOGY 20% 264 T190

C TWQ..ELL!&"‘E!ENQLQQV

3174 Mobile Highway - Montgon’

Jery, AL 36108 - Phone [205] 264-0264 —~ FAX 264-7190

TO: . . FAX ¢ )

HOW DO | GET STARTED ? Its as simple as 1~2 |

(1) TYPE or PRINT THIS INFORMATIO

IN BLACK INK aond send it with the phone.

PRIMARY (ACTIVATED) Phone: Make '(Vl-&q Midn. 3600 moer 300 O
PRIMARY ESN:

SERIAL #

SECONDARY Phonet Make _NeTn{ DdHO 2(o0(D mooet A o0O
SECONDARY ESN:

SERIAL #

(Your originol popers from the Deoldr or Carrier should show the ESN. JIf you cannot find it
coll your Dealer. IF YOU NEED FURTHER ASSISTANCE, CALL €2+ at [203] 284-§264.

(2) send the SECONDARY PHONE ONLY VIA UPS with this Form completed TO:

C2+ TECHNOLOGY, 3174 MOBILE HIGHWAY, MONTGOMERY, AL 36108

cosaner con: Iy <<
Colb ~

City b State /

Doytime Phone # (NOT YOUR CELLULAR IJHONE #):

PHONE RETURN ADDRESS ___Q Q>
SHIP VIA: SECOND DAY AIR SVC [ ] $ REGULAR SERVICE Uaft/ ax
*= PLUS $6.00 if check not included|with Order, Add $1.88 per $168 to ineure over $664.

CERTIFICATION: under penalty of perjury and froud X hereby certify that I am the wueer
octivated by my Carrier compony for |the cbove primary ES8N., Y hersby authorize oad empower
C2+ 0% mr Agent to perform the emuldtione te required on my beholf. I further certify that
0ll &quipment connacted to this line will be¢ used in o legal manner and hereby ogree to
indemaify C2+ of all ligbilities arld responeibilities whioh may be incurred by the uge or
onusa of this line, phone, equipment. emulatione, and enhancements without faservatioa.

FURTHER UNDERSTAND PHONES WILL HE RETURNED TO ME WITHOUV ANY PHONE OR 10 NUMBER
ED AND Y MUST USE MY OWNERS MANUAL OR A LOCAL DEALER {NOT CARRIER) TO PROGRAM THIS
. INFORMATION INTO THE PHONE. CERTAIN CARRIERS MAY HAVE THE OPTION TO DENY THESE FEATURES
¥ vOU TAKE IT YO THEM TO PROGRAM [AS THKY MAY CONSIDER IT A LOSS OF REVENUES BECAUSE You
[RE NOT PAYING FOR AN ADDITIONAL LINE, WHICH YOU ARE NEITHER USING NOR SUBSCRIBING THERETO.
lnder NO CIRCUMSTANCES must MORE IHAN phone be powered on AT IHE SAME YTIME }

} 30 ¢
uthorized User's SIGNATURE (L8) outoa(< C} 5 /
DRIVERS LICENSE # X S Qg

AUTH #

OCIAL SECURITY # or FEIN

TE REC'D: DEALER:
| .
i DISCLAIMER: cgs RESCRVES THE RIGNT | TO MAKE CHANGES TC ITS PROOUCTS TO IMFKOVE RELIABILITv, FUNCTION, CR DESIG.
| THEEKORE, C2+ DOES NOT ASSUMG ANv LTABILITY ARISINR OUT OF THE APPLICATION, USY R NONUSE, OR OF ANY LOGAL, smg OR FEOERA, LAWS OF
‘: PROOUCTS OR SERVICES LMATEOEVER: NOR OCES IT Y ANV LICENSE UNDER 119 PATENTS, OOPVRIGBHTS. OR TRADS SECRETS, OR PERMISSICH, (R

‘if #164Y3 OF OTHCRS TO COBV ITS FEATURES, (316N, NTATION, OR SOPTLARE. [N NO INSTANCE SHALL THE €3+ LIABILITY EXCEEC THE AMOINT

U0 TO 2s By THE USER. COPVRIGHT INFRINGEMENT ongl THEFT OF SERVICES ore FEDERAL CRIMES corrying SERIOUS FELONY PENSLTIES, VIOLATCRS
. A} Ve Tie ¢ CeT]e Y f Tok 10y




/ CUMBERLAND GI ASSUCIATES FAX NO. 5286513 P. 01
A _FIKS rijvcuu‘w_am;anp cecszeacos F.ono

/ GRATOO C,!rﬂ-fBCH‘HUL.OGV .295 264 TG l .02
AL awesius Teemsonoay 44D | _
7| 8574 Mobite Highway  Montgomery, AL 3é108 - Phone [zns] 264-0264 "r;;; 264 '.;:;owl ;
i : |
TO: . o FAX (__ 3 ; e _
i

ne.

HOW DO | GET STQRTED ? Its as simple as 1=2 1
(1) svec or PRINT THES mrowuo:]l IN BLACK XNK and eend it with the phl.

[ALMARY (ACTAIVATED) Phone: Make _YIMSTT . . ,LQLPO Nstad/
PRIMARY ESN: ] ERIAL #
SLCORDARY Phonet Make __rmmé&u}__., MODEL __m_f_C__;" o /A< C—%“‘
SECONDARY LSN: @ SERTAL #

ciedr orlylnod popers from the Dealer or Carcler should show the ESN. you cunnet find .

<1 your Dealer. IF YOU NEED FURTHER ASSISTANCE, CALL 024 at [2#5] 96'«-@6"
ver 3000 tne ded s kY PHONE ONLY VIA UPS w: this Form complatad T?:

Cl+ TECHNOLOQY, 3174 MOBILE HIGHNWAY, MONTGON’hRY AL 36108

saceess TN
e state Vg v O To
i

LS Comé Nume !

Civy g'___‘ ML_){

]
Doytime Phona # (NOT vYous oFLLULAR PHONE #):
rHONE RETURN ADDRESS

SHIP viAa: SECOND DAY AIR SVC [ ] s

REGULAR SERVICET 1 ¢ ;__. . o A

v rikus ‘6 0% 1f ehack not 1n01udli1:lith Grdor. Add $7.40 por $198 to m‘Ture ovar $864,

CERTIF G+ uider penalty of perjury and froud I heraby certify that T om tha uger
oativated ., wy Lersiep company far;tha abové primary KSN. I hereby authorize and empower
Lew 03 ny 2,cal Lo partorm the emulptions ae reéquired o my vehaif. Y fulther certdfy thot
oll equipment :unnected to this line will be used in a logal manner undlhﬂ‘ﬁw ohree to
andemify .. .t oll Liobilities apd responcibilitiet which wuy be dncurred hy the use or
—-—-ufruqe at this line, phonae, aqu:.pmo +. emulations, and enhanceméntc witl‘o it reéservation.

FUKTHER UNDERSTAND PHONES WILL. B:. RRTURNED TO A?* gug‘iﬁ E
WeltAMD  AND 1 MUST USE My OWNERS MANUAL OR A U A ER {Xo R Roanm TR
FORMATION INTO THE PHONE. CERTAIW CARRYERS MAY HAVE THE OPTION TQ DE THESE FEATURES

© VOU TAKE 1T TO THEM TO PROGRAM a~ THEY MAY CONSIDER IT A 1.0SS OF REVENUES BECAUSE you

['L KOT PAYING FOR AN ADDITIONAL LINE, WHIGH YOU ARE NEITHER USING NOR su SCRIBING THERETO.
Fder NO CYRCUMSTANCES must MD ‘}ﬂ AN ONE phane be poworod on AT JHE SAME TIME L

-
Tl s

| RN .
F&:horizef‘ User's SIGNATURE - - (L8) Dut+ sg_.j/ (04 7

OIAL SECURITY # or FEIN *uvens LICENSE # ____ . .. .
(AR TN LEALER: - . S e -

C e e - e ¢ an e © T - ¢ ———
— -

l
MSCLAIMER! coe RESEAVTS THE RIeHT YO MAKE CHANGES 10 T8 moucls TQ {WFROVE mmu}w. FUi i, R DESIoY.

THZAMORE, €2+ DOES HOT ARMLMG ANV LTABILITY ARISIAG QLT OR THE APPLIGATION, USE OA NONUSE, DR OF AHY LOCAL, STATE OR FEQIRAL LMK F
FROGEIS Ok SEAVICCS WMATRDEVER; NOR DUES 17 COWEV ANV LICENGE UMER ui PATENTS, COPVRIGHTE, OR TRADE SECRELS, WR PERALSSION. R
RICATS ¢F OYKERS TO COPY IT§ FEATURES, (RIJGHS, TATION, OR S2FRaaRf, IN NO INGTANGE SHALL THE C2+ LIABILITY EXCRED THE Aot

b TC €+ BY TAE USER, CCPVRIGHT INFRINZEHENT ohd TRERT OF SEAVICES are FEOERAL CRINES corrying SERIOS FELW PENALTIES. VIau«® 45
) by V{GURLUALY FROSETUTED Lo the FLLLESY EXTENT OF THe LA}

l



